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Remarks : 

Claims 1-59 remain for consideration in this application. Claim 3 has been amended. 
Applicant kindly notes the Examiner's allowance of claims 50 and 51 and claims 2, 3, 5-8, 12, 15, 
1 7-20, 22-32, 35-37, 43, 46-49, and 54-56, if rewritten in independent form. Claim 41 was not listed 
as rejected or allowed, so the undersigned attorney contacted the Examiner shortly after the office 
action was received. The Examiner stated that claim 41 was intended to be allowed. 

Turning now to paragraph 2 of the Office Action, the Examiner cited claim 3 as failing to 
further limit claim 1. For claim 1 to be broader in scope than claim 3, the Examiner stated that R 5 
can only be -CH 2 -. The Applicant agrees with this statement and has subsequently amended claim 
3 to reflect the Examiner's suggestion. It is now believed that claim 3 properly depends from claim 
1. 

Next, in paragraph 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 4, 9-1 1, 13-14, 
16, 21, 33, 34, 39-40, 42, 44, 45, 52, 53, and 58 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 3,856,751 to Wilson. The Examiner stated that the copolyester in Wilson, 
specifically examples 7-9, would have the structure of claim 1, formula (I) when R 1 is bisphenol A 
and R 2 is a heterocyclic diol. The Applicant respectfully disagrees with this interpretation and 
requests that the Examiner reconsider her interpretation of the prior art. Formula (I) of independent 
claims 1, 9, 21, and 39 sets forth a polycarbonate. Remaining independent claims 52, 53, and 58 
recite that the polymer is selected from the group consisting of polycarbonates, polysulfonyl esters, 
polycarbonate sulfones, and mixtures thereof. Examples 7-9 of the Wilson patent do not teach or 
suggest these polymers. 

In order to illustrate this difference, the Applicant has drawn the structures and reactions 
according to the teachings of Wilson to illustrate the resulting polymer. The Examiner's attention 
is directed to the attached declaration executed by Dr. Douglas Guerrero, the inventor named on this 
application. In that declaration, Dr. Guerrero sets forth the reactions that occur in Examples 7-9 of 
Wilson. In the first step, dihdroxy xanthylium and bisphenol A are deprotonated by the addition of 
NaOH. In the second step, Wilson discloses the addition of acid chloride (isophthaloyl dichloride 
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and terephthaloyl bichloride) to the mixture. This causes the O* ion of the xanthylium compound 
and the O" ion of bisphenol A to react with the carbonyl in the acid chloride, forming an ester linkage 
and creating a copolyester. 

For Examples 7-9 of Wilson, the R 2 in the acid chloride shown in formula VI (col. 7, lines 
17-21) is a benzene ring. Therefore, the central carbon in the ester linkage has one single bond to 
an oxygen atom, one double bond to an oxygen atom, and then a final bond to a carbon atom, 
creating the following -COO- linkages: 




In comparison, the claimed composition in formula (I) forms a polycarbonate because R 1 and 
R 2 in claim 1 , formula (I) will always be diol moieties and, therefore, each of R 1 and R 2 will end with 
an oxygen atom. This creates the following -OCOO- linkage: 
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Thus, the central carbon is bonded only to oxygen atoms and never to a carbon atom. Because the 
polymer in Wilson does not teach the polycarbonate recited in formula (I), claims 1, 4, 9-1 1, 13-14, 
16, 21, 33, 34, 39-40, 42, 44, 45, 52, 53, and 58 are not anticipated by the teachings of Wilson. 

This polymer difference is an important distinction. There is no teaching or suggestion in 
the Wilson reference to modify the Wilson polymer to achieve the claimed polymer because, unlike 
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a polycarbonate, a polyester is not photosensitive. Photosensitivity is a key characteristic of this 
invention. The present invention is concerned with photosensitive anti-reflective coatings, that is, 
coatings which become soluble in a photoresist developing solution upon exposure to light, while 
Wilson is concerned with forming polyesters capable of remaining dimensionally stable at elevated 
temperatures. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art would not be motivated to look to the teachings 
of Wilson, which is concerned with non-photosensitive materials, and modify the Wilson 
composition to achieve the claimed composition, which is a polycarbonate and thus photosensitive. 
It is submitted that these rejections have been overcome. 

Turning now to paragraph 7 of the office action, the Examiner rejected claims 38, 57, and 
59 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) for being unpatentable over Wilson in view of U.S. Patent No. 
3,615,615 to Lincoln et al. Claims 38, 57, and 59 claim the method of applying the claimed 
composition to a substrate such as aluminum. The Examiner stated that this is obvious because 
Wilson teaches the limitations of the claimed polymer and Lincoln et al. teach the use of aluminum 
as a substrate. Based on the arguments above, it would not be obvious for one skilled in the art to 
combine the teachings of Wilson with the teachings of Lincoln et al. to achieve the claimed polymer. 
That is, Wilson does not teach the limitations of the claimed polymer, so combining Wilson with 
the teachings of Lincoln et al. would not result in the method claimed in claims 38, 57, and 59. 
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It is believed that no further issues remain in this application. In view of the foregoing, a 
Notice of Allowance is respectfully requested. Any fee which is due in connection with this 
Statement should be applied against Deposit Account No. 19-0522. 



Respectfully submitted, 



By. 



Tracy Bornman, Re^ \. No. 42,347 
HOVEY WILLIAMS LLP 
2405 Grand Boulevard, Suite 400 
Kansas City, Missouri 64108 
(816)474-9050 
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